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INTRODUCTION

THE RELIEF

In early 1948, growing concern over the threat posed by the Soviet Union
prompted Secretary of Defense James V. Forrestal to query each military service
regarding its operational plans and capabilities. In the Air Force, the responsibility for
answering the secretary's inquiries rested with General Lauris Norstad, Deputy Chief
of Staff for Operations. But although he could present Forrestal with ready
assessments of fighter and airlift capabilities, Norstad had reservations conceming the
Air Force's strategic bombardment units. Lately he had received disturbing reports
regarding the readiness of Strategic Air Command (SAC). Recognizing how critical it
was that he provide Forrestal accurate information, Norstad dispatched Brigadier
Generals Charles A. Lindbergh and Paul W. Tibbets, the pilot of the aircraft which
dropped the first atomic bomb on Hiroshima, to evaluate his concemns.

After just three days at SAC the two men retumed to Air Force Headquarters to
present their preliminary findings. Lindbergh spoke with General Norstad first. His
conclusions confirmed the operations chief’s fears. “"In general," Lindbergh observed,
“personnel are not sufficiently experienced in their primary mission."!  After
Lindbergh completed his report, Norstad called Tibbets into his office. "What did you
learn?" the deputy asked.

"General, I learned a whole lot," replied Tibbets. "I've got my opinions. I
can't prove anything that I tell you."

1. Charles A. Lindbergh, "Report to General Vandenberg,” 14 September 1948, 2, quoted in
Harry R. Borowski, A Hollow Threat: Strategic Air Power and Containment Before Korea (Westport,
Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1982), 146.

1
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*Paul,” Norstad counseled, “you don't have to prove it. What did you come up
with as a finding?*

Norstad's prodding convinced Tibbets to be direct. "There isn't anybody out
there that knows what the hell they are doing," Tibbets began. "The crews don't know
how to fly an airplane. The staff officers don't know what they are doing. "2

The reports of Lindbergh and Tibbets deeply distressed General Norstad, and he
immediately shared their findings with his close friend, General Hoyt S. Vandenberg,
the Air Force Chief of Staff.3 After a mid-1948 meeting with Secretary Forrestal,
Norstad gave Vandenberg a strong recommendation. The operations chief placed
ultimate responsibility for SAC's poor condition on its commander, General George C.
Kenney. "You're gonna have to make a change in [the] Strategic Air Command
Commander," advised Norstad.

The deputy's statement apparently caught the Chief of Staff off guard. After a
brief pause, he responded with a question. "Who should I put in there?" asked
Vandenberg.

"Well," Norstad replied, "who would you put in there in time--in case--of
war?"*

Vandenberg answered immediately: "LeMay."

Betraying the degree of urgency with which he regarded SAC's present crisis,
Norstad admonished his superior: "You better put him in there now because its too late

2. The above dialogue comes from Paul W. Tibbets, Interview by James S. Howard, Maxwell
Air Force Base, Alabama, 7 February 1985, USAF Oral History Interview 1634, transcript, 44.
Tibbet's account has General Nathan F. Twining in place of General Norstad. This, however, seems an
unlikely scenario as Twining was then serving as the commander of Air Material Command. It is
doubtful that he would have had anything to do with an investigation of SAC's combat readiness.
Additionally, Lindbergh most definitely reported to General Norstad, and Tibbet's mentions talking
briefly with Lindbergh outside "Twining's" office prior to giving his report.

3. Norstad and Vandenberg had roomed together during World War 1. Lauris Norstad,
Interview by Edgar F. Puryear, location unknown, 22 August 1977, USAF Oral History Interview 1473,
transcript, 10.
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" after the war starts to get SAC in shape."* Vandenberg agreed. It had taken Norstad
only fifteen minutes to convince him to reassign Kenney from command of SAC to Air

University, and to replace him with Lieutenant General Curtis E. LeMay.$

I

Several factors enabled Vandenberg to reach his final decision so quickly. The
Air Force leadership had suspected that problems existed in SAC since March 1948.
Noting the command's low number of operational aircraft, General Carl A. Spaatz,
Vandenberg's predecessor, wrote to General Kenney that this "may be symptomatic of
other difficulties such as below standard organizational training."¢ Kenney, however,
had not taken an active role in SAC's training program. His superiors had encouraged
him to spend much of his time on the publicity circuit, and the responsibility for
running SAC's day-to-day operations, including training, had fallen to Kenney's deputy
commander, Lieutenant General Clements McMullen.

Kenney had tapped McMullen as the SAC deputy because of his reputation for
efficiency. The SAC commander believed that McMullen could use his background in
logistics and administration to increase the command's combat capability and improve
readiness.” Almost immediately after he reported to SAC, the new deputy commander
began “to reorganize the command, trim manpower at all levels, and centralize
command jurisdiction.” Some of McMullen's efforts did improve efficiency. For

example, his reorganization of SAC Headquarters resulted in a reduction in the number

4. The above dialogue is based on J. B. Montgomery, Interview by Harry Borowski, location
unknown, 14 July 1975, cassette tape, Series II, Box 2, Borowski Papers. This conversation is also
recounted in Borowski, 148-49.

5. Norstad, Puryear interview, 11.

6. Letter, Spaatz to Kenney, 2 March 1948, quoted in Borowski, 145.

7. Borowski, 58-59.
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of staff elements from twenty-three to six.! McMullen's other attempts to increase
efficiency, however, failed. Perhaps the most infamous of these endeavors was the
deputy commander's cross-training program.

The low level of authorized military manpower which characterized the
immediate postwar period caused McMullen to perceive a need for modification of
SAC's training program. Unfortunately, the deputy's answer to the problem was to
qualify all flying officers for multiple aircrew positions. Pilots should learn to perform
the duties of both navigators and bombardiers, and vice versa. McMullen believed this
would allow him to reduce the required number of officers per aircraft from five to
three, and that this, in turn, would enable him to cut squadron officer strengths by one
third.?

When McMullen implemented his cross-training program in early 1948, he
devastated unit morale and readiness. "The net result [of cross-training] was that he
didn't have anybody who could do anything,” one officer recalled.!® Indeed, in his
final report Lindbergh identified McMullen's effort as a pernicious influence: "an
intensive cross-training program . . . [has] seriously interfered with training the
primary mission."!! Little wonder, then, that SAC personnel assigned their deputy
commander the ignominious nick-name of "Cement-head McMullen."12

Of course, other factors limited SAC's operational readiness in 1948. The
personnel shortage, which McMullen intended his cross-training program to address,

did exist. Budgetary constraints limited not only manpower levels, but also the quality

8. J. C. Hopkins and Sheldon A. Goldberg, Development of Strategic Air Command, 1946-
1976 (Omaha: Office of the Historian, Strategic Air Command, 1976), 8.

9. Borowski, 58-59.
10. Tibbets, Howard interview, 43.
11. Lindbergh report, quoted in Borowski, 146.

12. Tibbets, Howard interview, 43.
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5
- and quantity of SAC's equipment.!® Nonetheless, McMullen's policy of cross-training,
coupled with other misguided personnel programs, had a significant effect. For
instance, the deputy instituted discriminatory policies against non-flight rated officers,
attempting to limit severely their numbers in SAC. This policy forced flying officers to
man support units and ravaged both unit and individual morale. McMullen, the master
of efficiency, initiated profoundly inefficient policies. !4
SAC Headquarters also. neglected its operations and planning responsibilities.
One former SAC pilot recalled that if ordered to attack the Soviet Union, "[w]e had a
list of targets, but apparently someone was going to assign us [which] targets [we were
to attack] before we took off.”! The new operations officer under General LeMay
remembered his initial encounter with his predecessor's "very sketchy, very weak” war
plan. "[T]he officer that brought it over to show it to me the first time . . . had it in
his pocket.” He later offered an evaluation of SAC in 1948: "The problem with the
McMullen regime [was that] it wasn't pointed toward the goal of getting airplanes and
crews that could take bombs across the seas and bomb targets in Russia.”!¢ Despite his
frequent absences from SAC Headquarters, responsibility for his command's
performance rested with General Kenney. SAC's lack of capability, especially in the
face of increasing Soviet intransigence in Berlin, could alone justify Vandenberg's
decision to relieve Kenney.!” Nonetheless, other factors, such as Kenney's personality,

merit consideration.

13. Borowski, 149-150.

14. Montgomery, Borowski interview.

15. "Remember that this was the wartime method of the past.” C. S. Irvine, Interview by
Robert M. Kipp, March Air Force Base, California, 17 December 1970, USAF Oral History Interview
734, transcript, 22.

16. Montgomery, Borowski interview.

17. Borowski, 149.
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In 1928, a flight surgeon at Langley Field prepared a psychological profile of
Captain George C. Kenney. He described the future general as a “[s]table introvert,
controlled hypertension type, creative, stubborn, strongly egoistic but plays fair,
imaginative, optimistic, self-reliant, . . . [possessing a] durable personality.”!* Kenney
manifested these traits repeatedly throughout his career. When assessing the causes of
his relief from command of SAC, one cannot ignore the impact they had on his
personal relationships with the leadership of the Air Force. This thesis examines this
effect through a biographical profile of Kenney's military career, beginning with his
enlistment in the Army at the outbreak of America's involvement in World War 1.
Upon completing flight training, Kenney received his commission and reported
for duty on the Western Front with several other future generals. After the war,
however, Kenney worked in virtual isolation from other important members of the Air
Service. While Henry H. "Hap" Arnold, Carl A. "Tooey" Spaatz, and Ira C. Eaker
found themselves assigned together throughout the interwar period, Kenney had only
brief encounters with these contemporaries. At the Air Corps Tactical School in 1929-
1930, Kenney further distanced himself from the mainstream of the Air Corps through
his advocacy of attack aviation. Kenney's zealousness for his favorite subject was
exceeded only by that of other air officers for strategic bombing. Following this
assignment, the recalcitrant Kenney was separated from the mainstream not only
intellectually but also physically. In 1936, the War Department assigned Kenney to the
Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia, a less than coveted assignment for any
airman.
World War II proved a severe test of Kenney's interpersonal skills. Eventually
assigned as the air commander in the Southwest Pacific Area, Kenney had several sharp

18. The original source of this profile is not known. Kenney's papers contain a typescript of
the opinion, but it is without any authenticating notations. Consequently, the genuineness of this
document cannot be confirmed. Nonetheless, it presents a picture of Kenney which fully corresponds
with his behavior. "Flight Surgeon's opinion on George Kenney (Langley Field—-1928),” AFHRC
#168.7103-26. Keaney Papers.
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- disagreements with Hap Amold, now commanding general of the Army Air Forces

(AAF). The Pacific was a secondary theatre with respect to Europe, and as such its
commanders had to beg constantly for the required men and materiel. The most
serious wartime altercation between Generals Kenney and Arnold erupted over the
employment of the B-29 Superfortress. Kenney wanted the B-29 primarily for tactical
operations in his theatre. Amold, however, favored a purely strategic utilization of the
new heavy bomber. The air chief fought off each of Kenney's attempts to wrest
control of the bomber from the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The strained courtesy between Kenney and Armold contrasts sharply with the
relationship of the Southwest Pacific airman and his theatre commander, the imperious
General Douglas MacArthur. The entrance of this flamboyant and charismatic leader
into the matrix of interpersonal relations had a significant impact on Kenney's comity
with others. Kenney always offered his primary loyalty to MacArthur, creating a
significant amount of friction between the Pacific airman and his AAF bosses.

After the Second World War, the air force leadership twice passed over Kenney
for the position of commanding general. Eventually, the War Department assigned him
as commander of Strategic Air Command, but this was not his only duty. Kenney also
served as a U.S. military representative to the United Nations, where he expected to
play a role in the development of a global air force. Following this assignment, air
leaders encouraged the loquacious Kenney to accept as many speaking invitations as
possible, each time to promote a separate air force. These additional duties kept
Kenney away from his primary responsibilities at SAC, and few of his contemporaries
warned him about his negligent behavior.

Certainly the poor state of affairs at SAC had a major impact on Vandenberg's
decision to relieve its commander. Kennev had failed to attend to his command to the
degree the postwar challenges of fiscal discipline and a growing threat of Soviet

belligerence required. Nonetheless, one cannot ignore the effect of Kenney's "stubborn



" [and] strongly egoistic” personality on his relationships with other Air Force officers.!?
By tracing Kenney's military career, this thesis seeks to determine the degree to which
Kenney's character and temperament affected these relationships, and their relative

contribution to his eventual reassignment to Air University.

19. Ibid.




CHAPTER 1

FOUNDATIONS OF A

On 2 June 1917, at the age of 27, George C. Kenney ealisted in the Aviation
Section, Signal Corps Reserve, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.! He
began flight training less than two months later at Hazelhurst Field, Long Island, under
the expert tutelage of famed aviator Bert Acosta. The instructor initially experienced
some difficulty in training Kenney, as the future general performed his first three
landings without the benefit of an running engine. Acosta lambasted his student after
the first landing: “What's the idea of coming there dead stick?" he asked. Kenney
replied indignantly, "Listen, Bert, any damned fool can land it if the motor is running.
I just wanted to see what would happen in case the motor quit.*? Despite this shaky
beginning, however, Kenney completed the required tweaty hours of flight training and
on 5 November 1917 received his commission as a first lieutenant of the Signal Corps
Reserve with the rating of military aviator. Two weeks later, he and the rest of the
14th Foreign Detachment set sail for France and service on the Western Front.3

Kenney reported for advanced flight training at Issodun, France, where he first
encountered a young instructor by the name of Tooey Spaatz. Their first meeting

1. Military Sesvice Summary, AFHRC #168.7103-2 pt. 2, Kenney Papers; George C. Kenney,
Intesview by Marvin Stanley, location unknown, 25 Janmary 1967, USAF Oral History Interview 747,
transcript, 1.

2. George C. Kennoy, Interview by James C. Hasdoeff, Bay Harbor Islands, Florida, 10-21
Angust 1974, USAF Oral History Interview 806, transcript, 13. See also Herman S. Wolk, "The Great
Innovator,® in Joba L. Frisbee, ed., Makers of the United States Alr Force (Washington: Office of Air
Force History, 1987), 128.

3. Military Servico Summary.
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- cyeated a lasting impression in Kenney's mind. Second Licutenant Spaatz ordered
Kenney to render him a salute, as instructors at Issodun had temporary authority over
their students regardiess of rank. Kenney, however, balked at the order: “Well,
goddamn you, I am a first lieutenant, and you are a second. Snap to it.” Spaatz then
repeated his request, to which Kenney responded by ordering a formation of men
forward, running the instructor off the sidewalk. The end result: Speatz's "nice peel
boots, all nice and shiny, all went to hell in the mud,” and Kenney received ten
demerits for refusing to recognize the instructor's authority.* His insubordination
notwithstanding, Kenney gradusted from Issodun and subsequently reported to the 91st
Aecro Squadron, stationed in Amanty. Before the end of the war in November 1918,
Cross and the Silver Star.’

Promoted to captain on 8 March 1919, Kenney returned to the United States
four months later to command the 90th Aero Squadron at Kelly Field, Texas. Here he
first met James H. Doolittle, already demonstrating his characteristic bravado in the
aircraft test program.¢ The War Department next assigned Kenney as "Commanding
Officer and pilot” of the 8th Aero Squadron at McAllen, Texas, where he demonstrated
his innovative spirit by developing a new communication network using aircraft on
border patrol missions.”

4. Keaney, HasdorfT interview, 17-18.

5. Military Service Summary; Horman S. Wolk, “George C. Kenney: MacArthur's Premier
Airman,” in William M. Leary, ed., We Shall Return: MacArthur's Commanders and the Defeas of
Japan, 1942-1945 (Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 1988), 89. Wolk notes that Kenney
served as squadron commanader of the 91st, but Kenney's Military Seevice Summary indicates that he
became only s flight commander. Given thet the Summary was in Kenney's possession and that he had
made some pea-end-iak corrections 0 it, it scems unlikely thet he sesved as squadron commander.

6. Kenney, Hasdoeff intecview, 1034,
7. Military Seevice Summary.
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In July, the War Department reassigned Kenney to Camp Knox, Kentucky,
where he served as the air detachment commander. Here he again demonstrated his
capecity for innovation, developing a new system for the spotting of artillery fire.
Following this assignment, Kenney served at McCook Field, near Dayton, Ohio, as a
student in the Air Service Engineering School from November 1920 to July 1921.%
Lieutenant Doolittle arrived a short time later, one or two classes behind Kenney.®

After graduating from the McCook program, Kenney became the govemment
representative at the Curtiss Airplane factory at Garden City, Long Island. From 1923
to 1924, he returned to McCook Field as the Chief of the Inspection and Factory
Sections of the Air Service Engineering Division. Here Kenney assisted in the first
outer wing mounting of machine guns, eliminating the problems inherent in
synchronizing fire through the propeller arc. In 1925, Kenney's demonstrated capacity
for improvisation led the War Department to assign him to the Air Corps Tactical
School (ACTS) at Langley Field, Virginia, where promising young air officers honed
their understanding of aerial warfare. 10

Although the Air Corps recognized Kenney's promise, his early career
developed in isolation from those who would become his World War II Air Corps
peers. In 1918, the War Department assigned Major Tooey Spaatz, Lieutenant Ira
Eaker, and Licutenant Jimmy Doolittle to Rockwell Field, San Diego, where they
served under the thirty-two year old commanding officer, Colonel Hap Amold.!
Eaker worked as the Assistant Adjutant under Spaatz, a 1914 graduate of the United

8. Ibid.
9. Kenney, Hasdorff interview, 104,
10. Military Secvice Summary.

11. James H. Doolittle, I Could Never Be So Lucky Again (New York: Bantam Books, 1991),
60; Ira C. Eaker, "Memories of Six Air Chiefs, Part II," Aerospace Historian, December 1973, 191.
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- States Military Academy and Amold's new operations officer.2 Spaatz had earned his
wings in 1916 and subsequently served under General John J. Pershing as a member of
the 1st Aero Squadron, attached to the Punitive Expedition against Mexico. In 1917,
Spaatz reported to France, first for service at Issodun and later as a squadron
commander at the Front. The War Department assigned him to Rockwell Field
immediately after the war.13

In 1920, while still at Rockwell, Amold reverted from his temporary rank of
colonel to his permanent grade, captain. Spaatz had eamed the temporary rank of
major while in combat, and thus by law kept his insignia. On the day that this
juxtaposition of superior and subordinate occurred, Amold went to work early, moved
hisbelongingstoSpwz'aoldc-)fﬁee,mdtnmfaredSpntz'swhis. When Spaatz
arrived at work that day he felt "aghast” and went straight to the commanding general
to request a transfer so that Amold could keep his position.4 Such thoughtful actions

Spaatz backed up his amiable personality with military competence. In August
1922, Brigadier General William *Billy" Mitchell, one of only two generals in the Air
Corps, visited Spaatz at his new command. The general kept Spaatz's 1st Pursuit
Group in the air every day during his stay. After the visit, Mitchell reported on
Spaatz's performance to Major General Mason W. Patrick, Chief of the Air Corps: "I
don’t think we could have a better commanding officer of this group. "1$

A year later, Spaatz found hiriself waiting for a return visit from Mitchell. The
general had planned to review Spaatz's troops, but a crash in the Ohio River caused a

12. M‘
13. Esker, "Memories,” 192.
14. Heary H. Amold, Global Mission (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), 99.

15. Letter, Mitchell to Patrick, 3 August 1922, quoted in Richard G. Davis, Carl A. Spaarz
and the Air War in Europe, Washington: Ceater for Air Force History, 1993, 17.
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delay. On hearing of this, Spaatz dismissed his men for the day. When Mitchell
arrived sometime later, he immediately demanded the whereabouts of the formation for
review. Spaatz responded, "General, I'll have the men here ready for review just as
3000 as you put oa a dry uniform.” Mitchell could not help but laugh. 16

By 1923 the damp general had already made a name for himself. Mitchell had
long agitated both Congress and the War Department for a separate Air Department,
constantly stressing the superiority of airpower to land and naval forces. While many
knew of the vocal air general, however, few claimed him as a friend.

Spaatz counted himself among the few, as did Hap Amold, who first met
Mitchell in Washington in 1912. First Licutenant Amold had translated incoming
reports from the Turko-Balkan War for Mitchell, then only a captain. Combatants had
experimented with bombing from their antiquated aircraft, which naturally aroused
Mitchell's interest, In 1913, Mitchell and Amold testified together on airpower before
the Military Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives.!?

During his years in Washington, Arnold met another man who would later exert
a profound influence on his life: Douglas MacArthur.!®* Mitchell also knew
MacArthur, the two having grown up near each other in Milwaukee. Their parents
shared a close friendship which brought their families into repeated contact. Indeed,
while a lieutenant, MacArthur dated one of Billy Mitchell's sisters, writing a poem for
her on the back of a place card: “Fair western girl with life a whirl / Of love and
fancy free / 'Tis thee I love / All things above / Why wilt thou not love me?"1?

16. Isaac Doa Levine, Mitchell: Pioneer of Airpower (New York: The World Publishing
Company, 1944), 287.

17. Congress, House, Committee on Military Affairs, Aeronautics in the Army: Hearing before
the Commistee on Milisary Affairs, 63¢rd Cong., 1st Sess., 12 August 1913. _

18. Amold, 152.
19. “Contrary to a host of published statements, however, William and Douglas did no grow up

together, and the early acquaintance was mainly becsuse of the deeper ties between their parents. *
James, 65. See also Levine, 9, 72.
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The friendly acquaintance between MacArthur and Mitchell continued during
the 1920s. One exampie serves to demonstrate not only MacArthur's regard for
Mitchell, but also the former's early appreciation of airpower. Shortly after becoming
superintendent of West Point, MacArthur invited Mitchell to address the corps of
cadets on the uses of aviation during the recent war. Never one to turn down an
opportunity to speak, Mitchell accepted.?

Events during 1925 tested the strength of the ties between these two men. In
that year, President Calvin Coolidge ordered the court-martial of General Mitchell,
accusing him of conduct prejudicial to the good order and discipline of the Army.
Mitchell had publicly charged the "bungling amateurs® of the Navy Department with
*incompetency, criminal negligence, and almost treasonous administration® of the
national defense after the crash of the naval airship Shenandoah. The War Department
called Mitchell's statements “utterances contemptuous of his superiors and the War and
Navy Departments,” therefore constituting insubordination.! Mitchell's childhood
acquaintance, Douglas MacArthur, found himself appointed to the court which would
try the recalcitrant air general.

1§

During the interwar period, many in the Air Corps shared Billy Mitchell's
appreciation of airpower's potential. These same airmen also agreed that the War
Department had neglected the air arm and that this had hampered the overall
effectiveness of the military establishment. They favored the creation of a separate air
department as a means for correcting this deficiency. But while Mitchell and his most

20. Levine, 9, 72

21. New York Times, 18 December 1925, 22 (charges); 1 October 1925, 1 (Mitchell's
statements).
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- zealous supporters engaged in direct confrontation with the War Department General
Staff in order o obtain their end, others viewed this strategy as counter-productive.2

This second group of airmen, led by Benjamin D. Foulois, recognized that the
Army would further air interests only if afforded a certain degree of consideration.
Two factors guided War Department behavior: the budget for the air forces could not
increase at the expense of ground units, and the general staff would not allow the Air
Corps to gain any autonomy beyond its control.”® Foulois, who served as Chief of the
Air Corps from 1931-1935, believed that, given these constraints, the air arm could
*have lost a number of years in [its] development just due to Billy's tactics at that
time."2¢ While Foulois himself utilized confrontational tactics during his first two
years as chief, the resultant setbacks quickly reaffirmed his faith in working within the
system. A preference for tactful argumentation, however, does not imply that Foulois
and his followers remained any less committed than Mitchell to the creation of a
separate air arm.?

Even the reserved Foulois saw the trial of Billy Mitchell as damaging to the Air
Corps cause. For many others Mitchell's court-martial meant much more. Ostensibly
concerning only military offenses, the trial came to symbolize the military
establishment's alleged repression of the Air Corps. For Mitchell himself, the court-
martial offered a wide-reaching pulpit from which he could preach the merits of
airpower. Reporters quickly noted that his trial had become a public hearing on the

22. John F. Shiner, Foulois and the Army Air Corps, 1931-1935 (Washington: Office of Air
Force History, 1983), 256-265.

23. Ibid., 258.

24. Benjamin D. Foulois, Interview by Alfred Goldberg, location unknown, December 1965,
USAF Oral History Interview 766, transcript, 56.

25. Shiner, 256-265.




